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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendments 
Claims J - 27 are pending . 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see Remarks pages 8-1 1 filed 9/5/2006, with respect to the rejection(s) of 
claims 1, 5, 1 1, 14 and 21 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new 
ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Edmondson (US 2004/01 17613). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2 Claims 1, 3-11, 13-19 and 21-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Basso et at (US 2003/0231640) in view of Edmondson (US 2004/0117613). 

a. Per claim 21, Basso et al teach the method for configuring Diffserv over MPLS 

in a network, comprising: 

■ defining a mapping policy configured to map between an EXP field and a unique 
PHB (page 1 paragraphs 0006 and 0009; page 2 paragraphs 0010-0012 and 
0015 — provision for routing policies mapped between EXP fields and a PHB); 
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■ defining a network policy that is configured to define the Diffserv treatment of 
aggregated traffic (pages 2-3 paragraphs 0023 and 0025; provision for network 
Diffserv policies); 

■ translating the mapping policy and the network policy into device-specific 
commands (page 4 paragraphs 0029-0032; pages 5-6 paragraph 0042); and 

■ deploying the device-specific commands to policy targets (page 4 paragraphs 
0028-0032; pages 5-6 paragraph 0042). 

Yet Basso et al yet fail to explicitly teach defining a customer policy and device- 
specific commands, wherein each policy target comprise a network device that includes an 
interface assigned a role name associated with the customer policy. However, Edmondson 
teaches assigning role name to router interfaces associated with specific customer policies, 
wherein the customer policies are translated in QoS command-line interface commands 
acceptable by the routers (Figures 3A-3B; page 1 paragraph 001 1; page 2 paragraphs 0018-0020 
and 0023-0032; page 7 paragraph 0128; page 8 paragraphs 0133-0134). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Basso et al with Edmondson for the purpose of 
associating the mapping policies, customer policies, and network policies with router interfaces 
and specific roles in order to determine the specific differential services and QoS treatment 
required for a particular data stream, because this provides efficient routing of data by servicing 
users from particular interfaces according to the collective policies that apply to them. 

b. Claims 1, 5, 11 and 14 contain limitations that are substantially similar to claim 
21 and are therefore rejected under the same basis. 
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c. Per claim 6, Basso et al with Edmondson teach the apparatus of claim 5, 
Edmondson further teaches the apparatus further comprising: a user interface that is arranged to 
receive the customer policy and the mapping policy (Abstract; page 1 paragraphs 0010-0011; 
page 2 paragraphs 0019-0022). 

d. Per claim 7, Basso et al with Edmondson teach the apparatus of claim 5, wherein 
deployment is such that the interfaces associate with at least one of input roles, output roles and 
MPLS gateways of customer source and destination host groups (Basso et al: paragraphs 0028- 
0032, 0042; Edmondson: page 2 paragraphs 0022-0032; page 3 paragraphs 0058-0065). 

e. Per claim 8, Basso et al with Edmondson teach the apparatus of claim 5, wherein 
the policy consumer is further arranged to attach the customer policy to the corresponding MPLS 
tunnels and deploy the customer policy to interfaces of the attached MPLS tunnels (Basso et al: 
paragraphs 0028-0033, 0042; Edmondson: page 2 paragraphs 0020 and 0032; pages 7-8 
paragraphs 0131-0134). 

f Claims 3, 4, 13, 18, and 25 are substantially similar to claims 7 and 8 and are 
therefore rejected under the same basis. 

g. Per claim 9, Basso et al with Edmondson teach the apparatus of claim 5, 
Edmondson further teaches the apparatus further comprising a database for storing the device- 
neutral policy parameters (pages 7-8 paragraphs 0130-0131). 

h. Claims 17 and 24 are substantially similar to claim 9 and are therefore rejected 
under the same basis. 
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i. Per claim 10, Basso et al with Edmondson teach the apparatus of claim 5, Basso 
et al further teach wherein the service application comprises a tunnel group object that is 
arranged to create the MPLS tunnels by specifying end-point routers and inter-connecting 
topology (paragraphs 0006-0009, 0024, 0026, 0028-0033, 0037-0042). 

j. Per claim 15, Basso et al with Edmondson teach the article of claim 14, Basso et 
al further teach wherein executing the instructions further results in: generating device neutral 
information associated with the mapping policy, the network policy and the customer policy 
(paragraphs 0028-0033, 0042; Edmondson: page 2 paragraph 0020; page 3 paragraphs 0068- 
0069; page 6 paragraphs 0111-0113; page 7 paragraphs 01 17-0128). 

k. Claims 16, 22 and 23 are substantially similar to claim 15 and are therefore 
rejected under the same basis. 

1, Per claim 19, Basso et al with Edmondson teach the article of claim 14, 
Edmondson further teaches wherein deploying the mapping policy to the network interfaces 
further comprises issuing new commands to reconfigure a router based on the mapping policy 
(pages 7-8 paragraphs 0117-0123, 0127-0129 and 0131; Basso et al: paragraphs 0026-0030, 
0042). 

m. Claim 26 is substantially similar to claim 19 and is therefore rejected under the 
same basis. 



3 Claims 2, 12, 20 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Basso et al (US 2003/0231640) in view of Edmondson (US 2004/0117613) in further 
view of Chase et al (US 7,120,150). 
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n. Per claim 2, Basso et al with Edmondson teach the system of claim 1, as applied 
above, Edmondson further teach traffic descriptors that are associated with the customer policies 
for generating access lists of different QoS treatments for the traffic at specific routers (Figure 
3E and page 2 paragraph 0020). Yet, Edmondson fails to explicitly teach a tunnel group 
identifier and tunneling mode. However, Chase et al teach mapping frames into different MPLS 
tunnels according to customer descriptor of each frame in order to route frame onto separate 
tunnels to the intended customer (Figure 6, col. 2 lines 14-37, col.4 line 45-col.5 line 5, col. 5 line 
32-col.6 line 19). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Basso et al and Edmondson with Chase et al for 
the purpose of implementing the mapping policies, customer policies, and network policies of 
MPLS within a large network, such as a metropolitan area network (MAN), in order to provide 
the means for logically separating traffic of network based on the Service Level Agreement 
between the communications service provider and the customer for servicing customers 
according to the different QoS levels specified for the different traffic types. 

o. Claims 12, 20 and 27 are substantially similar to claim 2 and are therefore 
rejected under the same basis. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure: 
Pirot et al (6,856,676), McDysan et al (7,046,680), Balay et al (7,116,665), Stelliga (6,625,650), 
Abdelilah et al (6,940,864). 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kristie Shingles whose telephone number is 571-272-3888. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30-6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on 571-272-3880. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Kristie Shingles 
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